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Abstract: 
Protected areas (PAs) are a conservation mainstay and arguably the most effective 
conservation strategy for species protection. As a ‘megadiverse’ country, Peru is a priority 
for conservation actions. Peruvian legislation allows for the creation of state PAs and 
private/communal PAs. Using publicly available species distribution and protected area data 
sets we evaluated the coverage of Threatened terrestrial vertebrate species distributions 
and ecoregions provided by both kinds of PA in Peru. Peru’s state PA system covers 217,879 
km² and private/communal PAs cover 16,588 km². Of the 462 species of Threatened and 
Data Deficient species we evaluated, 75% had distributions that overlapped with at least one 
PA but only 53% had ≥10% of their distributions within PAs, with inclusion much reduced at 
higher coverage targets. Of the species we evaluated, 118 species are only found in national 
PAs and 29 species only found in private/communal PAs. Of the 17 terrestrial ecoregions 
found in Peru all are represented in PAs; the national PA system included coverage of 16 and 
private/communal PAs protect 13. One ecoregion is only protected in private/communal 
PAs, whereas four are only covered in national PAs. Our results show the important role 
private/communal PAs can play in the protection of ecological diversity.  
 





The current global extinction crisis is predicted to increase in severity in the coming 
decades (Ceballos et al., 2015; Lewis, 2006; Purvis et al., 2000; Scheffers et al., 2016). Caused 
largely by anthropogenic activities (Asner et al., 2009; Estrada et al., 2017; Godfrey and 
Irwin, 2007; Moran and Kanemoto, 2017), current trends suggest that the world’s tropical 
regions, home to the majority of terrestrial biodiversity (Dirzo and Raven, 2003; Myers et al., 
2000), will be severely affected. A large loss of tropical vertebrate species diversity could 
have severe consequences for general ecosystem health (Hooper et al., 2005; Petchey, 
2000). Other immediate consequences will be those effecting local human populations, 
including the loss of traditional natural resources, culturally important species and 
development opportunities from tourism and other forms of exploitation (Chapin Iii et al., 
2000; Gascon et al., 2015). 
Peru is considered one of the world’s ‘megadiverse’ countries (McNeely et al., 1990; 
Noss, 1990). Its high level of species diversity is a result of the diversity of its ecosystems 
which are distributed between 19 terrestrial ecoregions (Figure 1) (Olson and Dinerstein, 
2 
 
1998; Olson et al., 2001). The vast majority of Peru’s vertebrate species are found in the 
Amazonian lowlands and Andean montane and pre-montane cloud forests (Pacheco et al., 
2009). The remaining species are found distributed between its coastal deserts, dry forests, 
Andean Puna, and other habitats (ONERN, 1976; Rodríguez and Young, 2000).  
Protected areas (PAs) have been a conservation mainstay for decades and are 
arguably the most effective conservation strategy for species protection (Gray et al., 2016; 
Hoffmann et al., 2010; Tognelli et al., 2008; Waldron et al., 2013). The locations of PAs are 
often chosen to protect representative ecosystems (Watson et al., 2010) or are based on 
socio-political criteria. This has often led to inadequate and unrepresentative coverage of 
species diversity, and does not prioritize Threatened species (Khan et al., 1997; Tognelli et 
al., 2008; Watson et al., 2010). Estimates suggest that globally only 15% of Threatened 
vertebrate species are ‘adequately’ covered by PAs (Venter et al., 2014). Previous studies in 
Peru have also reported inadequate coverage for a majority of species evaluated (Fajardo et 
al., 2014; Swenson et al., 2012; Young et al., 2009).  
Conservation initiatives involving PAs in Peru have increased dramatically over the 
past few decades (Jenkins and Joppa, 2009; SERNANP, 2017). Protected area legislation in 
Peru began by following the traditional ‘fines and fences’ approach (Adams, 2004; 
Brockington, 2002; Hutton et al., 2005) but now also includes more inclusive conservation 
models, such as community conservation initiatives; those run by local stakeholders 
(Horwich and Lyon, 2007; Horwich et al., 2015; Kitamura and Clapp, 2013; Shanee et al., 
2014), which include private/communal PAs (Hajek et al., 2011; Monteferri and Coll, 2009; 
Shanee et al., 2014; Stolton et al., 2014). Government PAs are divided between those that 
are run by the state (National Parks, National Sanctuaries, etc) and those run by regional 
governments (Regional Conservation Areas) (Monteferri and Coll, 2009). In Peru non-
government PAs can be awarded to those with land titles, such as owners of family plots or 
on communally held lands, as a Private Conservation Areas (ACP) through application to the 
Ministry of the Environment (Law No. 26834 of 1997) or through conservation agreements 
based on the civil code. On un-titled lands with forest cover, individuals and organizations 
can request non-timber forestry concessions. The two most common are Conservation 
Concessions (CC) and Ecotourism Concessions (CE) (Law No. 29763 of 2015). There is no limit 
to the size of a CC, although CEs are limited to areas of ≤10,000 ha and are subject to an 
annual fee.  
The first state PA, the 8,214 ha Parque Nacional de Cutervo, was created in 1961. In 
contrast the first private PA, the 34,412 ha ACP Chaparri, wasn’t created until 2001 as legal 
frameworks for ACPs were not previously available. The first Conservation Concession, the 
135,955 ha Los Amigos CC, was also granted in 2001. The first Ecotourism Concessions 
weren’t created until 2004, when four were formalized in the same year. 
 We use publicly available data to evaluate coverage of the distributions of terrestrial 
mammal, bird, reptile and amphibian species listed in one of the IUCN Red List Threatened 
categories or as Data Deficient (IUCN, 2016), and ecoregions (Olson and Dinerstein, 1998; 
Olson et al., 2001) provided by state and private/communal PAs in Peru. We pay particular 




 Peru lies between 0°05'5" and 18°25'3" degrees south and 69°52'14" and 81°26'25" 
degrees west, covering ~1,285,216 km², with elevations ranging from sea level up to 6,768 
meters above sea level (m.a.s.l.) (ONERN, 1976; Rodríguez and Young, 2000). Major 
terrestrial ecosystems found in Peru include mangrove, desert, dry forests, high mountain 
Sierras, Puna, montane and pre-montane cloud forests, terra firme and varzea Amazonian 
rainforests (ONERN, 1976; Rodríguez and Young, 2000). Thirty of 32 world climates are 
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found in Peru with temperatures ranging from bellow 0°C in the Andean peaks to 38°C in the 
northern coastal deserts, rainfall is similarly variable with 10 mm annual rainfall in the 
southern coastal deserts to over 2,800 mm in the north eastern Amazonian rainforests 
(www.senamhi.gob.pe). Habitat loss across Peru is high (Llactayo et al., 2013a, b). 
Approximately 7 million hectares of the country’s humid forests were lost by the year 2011 
(Llactayo et al., 2013a, b). 
 We gathered data on species distribution for amphibians, mammals and reptiles 
from the IUCN Redlist (IUCN, 2016), birds from Birdlife International (Birdlife International 
and NatureServe, 2015) and ecoregions from the World Wildlife Foundation (Olson and 
Dinerstein, 1998; Olson et al., 2001). All species and ecoregion data layers were clipped 
within the national boundary. From these we extracted the geographic distributions of all 
species in Threatened categories (Vulnerable, Endangered and Critically Endangered) and 
those considered Data Deficient. We included Data Deficient species following 
recommendations for the use of the IUCN red list categories that Data Deficient species 
should not be considered as non Threatened as they have not been evaluated (IUCN, 2001), 
and as many DD species are rare or have restricted ranges they have a high chance of falling 
within one of the Threatened categories (IUCN, 2001). 
For analysis we only considered species and ecoregions present on the Peruvian 
mainland, discarding marine, primarily aquatic and island taxa (for example marine turtles, 
seals and sea birds). Marine and aquatic animals were not evaluated as marine areas cannot 
be included in CCs, CEs or ACPs. Similarly larger bodies of water are less likely to be included 
in private land titles, and as such the inclusion of fresh water species would skew results. We 
cross referenced distribution data from other sources (Amphibiaweb, 2016; Cornell lab of 
Ornithology, 2016; ebird, 2016; Eisenberg and Redford, 1999; Emmons and Feer, 1997; 
AMONH, 2016; IUCN, 2016; Pacheco et al., 2009; Rowe and Myers, 2012; Schulenberg et al., 
2010; Wilson et al., 2013) and our own expert knowledge. This enabled us to avoid possible 
errors in predicted distributions (Ocampo-Peñuela et al., 2016; Rodrigues, 2011), particularly 
important as the coarse nature of maps often meant that distributional limits were not 
accurately mapped, for example species limited by rivers along national bourdaries showing 
false positive presence in Peru.   
Geographic data on state PAs (Table 1) and private conservation areas (ACPs, Table 
2) was taken from the Peruvian Ministry of the Environment (http://www.sernanp.gob.pe). 
Geographic data on CCs and CEs (Table 2) were taken from the Organismo de Supervisión de 
los Recursos Forestales (http://sisfor.osinfor.gob.pe/visor/). We did not include Communal 
Reserves (Reserva Communal) as part of the Private/Communal PA category as these areas 
are state funded initiatives with participation of indigenous communities and so do not 
qualify under our definition of private/communal PAs. We did not include Cotos de Caza 
(hunting areas) in analyses as, although considered part of the state PA system they are 
gazetted for the breeding of species for trophy hunting and not for species conservation. 
To analyze levels of PA coverage we overlaid the PA layers (State, ACP, CC and CE) on 
the species distribution and ecoregion layers and extracted overlapping areas, calculating 
how much of each species’ distribution was within PAs. We set four simple coverage targets 
1) any coincidence of species distribution or ecoregions with PAs 2) ≥10 area within PAs, 
based on IUCN threat criteria A2, 3 and 4 for CR category 3) ≥17% of area within PAs, based 
on Aichi target 11 and 4) ≥50% are within PAs, based on IUCN threat criteria A2, 3 and 4 for 
VU category (CBD, 2014; IUCN, 2001, 2014; Rodrigues et al., 2004).  
  
Results: 
Our analysis shows that the national PA system of Peru, including all categories of PA 
covers 217,879 km² of terrestrial habitats (17% of Peru’s total land surface) (Figure 2). 
Within this, 28,800 km² (13.2%) are in Regional Conservation Areas and 21,682 km² (10.0%) 
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in Communal Reserves. Private/communal PAs cover 16,588 Km² (1.29% of Peru’s total land 
surface and 7.6% of the PA network), of which 3,495 Km² (21.1%) are in Private Conservation 
Areas, 12,009 km² (72.4%) in Conservation Concessions and 1,085 Km² (6.5%) in Ecotourism 
Concession.  
 Available data for the 486 possible terrestrial and mainland vertebrate species that 
we included in this study are incomplete and we were only able to get geographic 
distribution data for 462 species (95%). This included 247 Amphibians, 102 Birds, 86 
Mammals and 27 Reptiles, all of which were used in analysis. Of these 347 (75%) had 
distributions that at least partially overlapped with at least one PA (Table 3). When including 
our three conservation target levels this fell to 53% for ≥10% coverage, 45% for ≥17% 
coverage and only 13% for ≥50% coverage. Of the groups of terrestrial vertebrates included 
in our analysis mammals received the best coverage at all target levels except ≥50% (Table 
4). The PA network performed considerably worse for reptiles and amphibians at all target 
levels, except ≥50% coverage provided for Amphibians (Table 4). There was also 
considerable variation in coverage of different IUCN categories by PAs, with PAs performing 
best for EN and VU species in most categories (Table 4). PA coverage for CR species was 
worst at all levels except ≥50, although this only included 17% of CR species (Table 5). 
The national PA system overlapped with 68% (315) of species, while 
private/communal PAs overlapped with 49% (226) of species. The distributions of 118 
species only overlapped with the national PA system (Table 3). Similarly, there were 29 
species whose distributions only overlapped with private/communal PAs (Table 3). Of 
Threatened and Data Deficient species found within PAs, there were 10 (53%) Critically 
Endangered species, 22 (33%) Endangered species, 24 (19%) Vulnerable species and 58 
(45%) Data Deficient Species in Peru that are only protected within state PAs 
(Supplementary Table 1). Similarly, there is 1 (5%) Critically Endangered species, 7 (10%) 
Endangered species, 4 (3%) Vulnerable species and 21 (16%) Data Deficient species that are 
only protected within private/communal PAs (Supplementary table 1).  
 All 17 terrestrial ecoregions (Olson et al., 2001) found in Peru are represented within 
PAs. The national PA system includes coverage of 16 (89%) terrestrial ecoregions, whereas 
private/communal PAs included 13 (72%). One terrestrial ecoregion, Rio Marañón dry forest, 
is only protected in private/communal PAs, whereas three ecoregions are only covered by 
the national PA system (Table 3). PAs provided ≥17% (Aichi target 11) coverage for six 




 The Convention on Biological Diversity Aichi Target 11 is to have 17% coverage of 
terrestrial land area in PAs by 2020 (CBD, 2014; Venter et al., 2014), increasing from the 10% 
target set in 2003 (Brooks et al., 2004), with an additional target (12) of preventing the 
extinction of Threatened species (Venter et al., 2014). Based on our results, Peru has already 
passed the Aichi target (11) of 17% of its territory in PAs, three years ahead of schedule. 
However our results show that Peru’s PA network does not provide coverage representative 
of the diversity of Threatened terrestrial vertebrates. Although the network at least partially 
overlaps the distributions of 76% of species, this is much reduced when including our target 
protection levels, with just over half of species receiving at least 10% coverage of their 
distributions, the minimum needed to maintain them above CR status and only 16% of 
species distributions covered to over 50%. Similarly only 35% of ecoregions are covered to 
Aichi target 11 level (Table 4). The national parks system overlaps with 69% of species and 
16 of 17 ecoregions. However, there still remain many Threatened species that would lack 
protection without the presence of the substantial number of private/communal PAs in 
5 
 
Peru. This is also true for the Rio Marañón dry forest which is restricted to Peru (Figure 1) 
and only protected in private/communal PAs.  
Previous studies have evaluated PA coverage of species distributions in Peru and 
neighboring countries. Young et al (2009) found that 77% of birds species endemic to the 
eastern Andean slopes of Peru and Bolivia had minimal protection (≥1,000 km² within PAs, 
or 80% coverage for species with distributions <1,000 km²). In another evaluation of 800 
endemic birds, mammals, amphibians and plants, across the eastern Andes in Peru and 
Bolivia, Swenson et al. (2012) found that a third of species they evaluated were not 
protected at all and that 40% of ecological systems had <2% coverage in PAs. Although 
differences in methods and conservation targets used make direct comparison difficult, we 
found lower coverage, even at the minimal 10% target for Threatened vertebrates as well as 
for ecoregions. Fajardo et al (2014) evaluated coverage of 2,869 species of terrestrial 
amphibian, reptile, mammal, birds, helicoiine butterflies and plants in Peru, modeling 
species distributions and overlaying their models on a state PA layer, evaluating coverage 
scaled for species distribution size between 5% for species with distributions ≥200,000 km² 
and 25% for species with distributions ≤1,000 km². They found that 71% of species were well 
represented in the PA network but that only 28% of Threatened and Data Deficient species 
met conservation goals, lower than our results. 
At the global level, previous studies have found between 75 and 88% PA coverage of 
Threatened species distributions (Brooks et al., 2004; Butchart et al., 2015; Rodrigues et al., 
2004; Venter et al., 2014). This places Peru below the global average, highlighting one of the 
issues raised about targets based on area coverage of PAs, such as Aichi target 11 (Gaston, 
2000; Kamdem-Toham et al., 2003; Pressey, 1994) which do not consider distributions of 
Threatened species. Brooks et al. (2004) found that globally, mammals were the best 
protected group, followed by amphibians and then birds. They did not evaluate reptiles as a 
whole, only turtles, finding that this group was the best protected (Brooks et al., 2004). 
Fajardo et al. (2014) found that in Peru birds and amphibians were best protected followed 
by reptiles and mammals. In contrast, we found mammals and birds are the best protected 
and less than half of Threatened amphibians reach even the ≥10% target.  
 The important contribution made by private/communal PAs is highlighted by the 
additional coverage provided to Peru’s Threatened vertebrates and ecoregions. Our analyses 
show that there are Threatened species from all vertebrate groups and ecoregions that are 
only represented in private/communal PAs, including some amphibians that receive up to 
99% coverage of their known distributions in these types of PA (Supplementary table 1). 
Species protection in PAs is more difficult in areas of high human population density. In such 
areas more small PAs are needed to provide protection where PAs of large geographic scale 
are not viable or are un-common (Bergl et al., 2007; García et al., 2005; Gaston, 2000; 
Hansen and Rotella, 2002; Muench and Martinez-Ramos, 2016; Pressey, 1994). Many 
species requiring the most urgent conservation action are restricted range, endemic species 
(Brooks et al., 2006; Peterson et al., 2000; Peterson and Navarro-Sigüenza, 1999). For such 
species perhaps the only practicable protection is through private/communal PAs, especially 
for those species only found in comparatively densely populated areas (Bergl et al., 2007; 
Muench and Martinez-Ramos, 2016; Rodrigues et al., 2004; Shanee et al., 2011; Venter et 
al., 2014). This is particularly important as only 20% of areas of high endemism and 20% of 
irreplaceable areas in the eastern Andes of Peru and Bolivia were found to be protected 
(Swenson et al., 2012) and at least 5 species of endemic bird in the same area are 
completely up-protected (Young et al 2009). 
Publicly available distribution maps are limited and open to error (Butchart et al., 
2015; Gaston et al., 2008; Gray et al., 2016; Le Saout et al., 2013), particularly from 
extrapolation often based on geographically uneven sampling effort which can generate 
geographic and taxonomic bias (Soberón and Peterson, 2004). These inaccuracies in 
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distribution maps can lead to errors of omission or commission (Ocampo-Peñuela et al., 
2016; Rodrigues, 2011). That being said, they still remain the best option for large scale 
modeling when considering the difficulties of accurately modeling distributions. We reduced 
the possible effect of these errors in this analysis by cross referencing distribution data with 
published and un-published sources.  
Most previous studies using publicly available data of PAs only included PAs in IUCN 
categories I-IV (IUCN, 2017), which exclude protected landscapes (category 5) and PAs with 
sustainable use of natural resources (Category 6). We used a more inclusive approach, 
including these types of reserves, as this better represents the actual state of PA coverage in 
Peru. The trend for PAs that include use is growing globally (Breunig, 2006, Buscher and 
Whande, 2007; Stolton and Dudley, 2010), with Peru enthusiastically promoting such 
schemes. The current WDPA database does not include any CCs or CEs for Peru, although it 
does include ACPs. One study conducted in southern Peru (Vuohelainen et al., 2012) found 
that these initiatives provided more effective protection then other types of PA; and 
therefore should be included in the WDPA database.  
Previous studies have found the global distribution of PAs, both geographically and 
in species coverage to be un-representative of biodiversity (Watson et al., 2014; Watson et 
al., 2010) and that often the most Threatened species and habitat types are poorly 
represented in PA systems (Beresford et al., 2011; Bergl et al., 2007; Rodríguez and Young, 
2000; Tognelli et al., 2008; Watson et al., 2010). Conversely, one study showed that species 
endemism was the best predictor of PA presence (Loucks et al., 2008) and that, in the 
Neotropics, Threatened status was a good predictor of PA presence (Loucks et al., 2008). 
Globally the majority of PAs are found in areas of low economic value and/or human 
population densities (García et al., 2005; Gaston, 2000; Hansen and Rotella, 2002; Pressey, 
1994). It has been suggested that new PAs and expansion of existing PAs and PA networks 
should be targeted to areas of highest pressure and greatest need (Bergl et al., 2007; 
Butchart et al., 2015). One study showed that with just a 6% expansion of PA coverage, to 
17.8%, Australia’s PA network (Watson et al., 2010), and a global increase to between 22 
and 31%, would provide coverage for all Threatened vertebrates (Gray et al., 2016). These 
targets are within Peru’s reach; especially if private/communal PAs are prioritized in areas of 
high human population density. Expansion has been suggested to be prohibitively expensive 
(McCarthy et al., 2012) and meaningful levels of protection in expanded PA networks may 
not be possible considering that many existing PAs are poorly protected and managed 
(Bruner et al., 2001; Le Saout et al., 2013; Leverington et al., 2010; Scheffer et al., 2015; 
Watson et al., 2014). Similarly various studies suggest that current PA networks, including 
Peru’s, are inadequate for species protection (Butchart et al., 2015; Khan et al., 1997; 
Swenson et al., 2012; Tognelli et al., 2008; Watson et al., 2010; Young et al 2009). This is 
especially important to consider as political concerns and development demands mean that 
some countries are falling behind Aichi targets and even decreasing PA coverage (Bernard et 
al., 2014; Watson et al., 2014). 
The current global coverage for terrestrial protected areas stands at 12.5%, with an 
additional 12% in indigenous reserves (IUCN, 2014; UNEP-WCMC, 2014). Although our 
analysis shows that Peru has already reached the 2020 Aichi target 11, coverage is not 
representative of species’ conservation needs and so may fail to achieve Aichi target 12. 
Previous studies have suggested that targets based on percentage PA coverage are not 
desirable as they fail to take into account the distribution of species and habitat types 
(Pressey, 1994; Gaston, 2000; Kamdem-Toham et al., 2003; Rodrigues et al., 2004). This 
should be of particular importance for ‘megadiverse’ countries such as Peru (McNeely et al., 
1990; Noss, 1990), where the high percentage of endemic species with limited geographical 
ranges (Pacheco et al., 2009) means un-targeted PA coverage is unlikely to lead to adequate 
levels of protection, for both Threatened and non-threatened species, which is further 
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compounded by gaps in knowledge of species distributions (Fajardo et al., 2014; Soberón 
and Peterson, 2004). As such, achievement of Aichi target 11 will be insufficient for species 
conservation in Peru and similarly biologically diverse countries. 
We found that the PA network in Peru is lacking in coverage of Threatened species 
and ecoregions at even minimum target levels. Furthermore presence within state PAs does 
not ensure species protection as many of Peru’s PAs can be considered “paper parks”, where 
staff and funding are scarce and physical state presence absent (Naughton-Treves et al., 
2006; Swenson et al., 2011). This has been exacerbated by the spate of creating of new state 
PAs, 21 of 62 state PAs have been created since 2007 (SERNANP 2017), as such many of 
Peru’s PAs suffer from legal and illegal mining operations, extraction of hydrocarbons, 
logging, forest clearing, hunting, land trafficking and road construction, among other threats 
(Shanee and Shanee, 2016; Swenson et al., 2011; Vuohelainen et al., 2012). 
More funding and improved management of existing PAs is required to successfully 
meet conservation targets (Gray et al., 2016; Waldron et al., 2013; Watson et al., 2014) and 
all types of private/communal PAs should appear in national strategies and action plans 
(Butchart et al., 2015). The additional coverage provided to Threatened species and 
ecoregions by private/communal PAs could provide increased protection in priority areas 
where traditional, large, state PAs are not viable (Butchart et al., 1995; Horwich et al., 2013; 
Horwich et al., 2015; Shanee et al., 2014). It must be highlighted that we did not include any 
measure of quality of protection or management in this study. Including these additional 
variables would certainly reduce measures of effectiveness of the Peruvian PA system, for 
both state and private/communal PAs. Both kinds of PA can suffer from deficiencies related 
to many aspects of their management (Leverington el al., 2010). In some cases 
private/communal PAs can provide better protection for forests than state PAs thanks to 
good monitoring practices and good relations with surrounding communities (Vuohelainen 
et al., 2012). These kinds of PAs can also provide specific management solutions for local-
level threats and politics (Le Saout et al., 2013). This is important if countries, including Peru, 
are to meet conservation targets and provide cost-effective avenues for the expansion of PA 
systems (Gray et al., 2016; Loucks et al., 2008). 
 Covering an area less than one order of magnitude of that covered by state PAs in 
Peru, private/communal PAs still provide important coverage in areas that lack state PAs. 
We recommend that conservation planners and funders focus more attention on the 
benefits of private/communal PAs. In Peru formal registration of private conservation 
initiatives is hindered by a complex and expensive legal process which discourages creation 
of private/communal PAs (Shanee, 2016; Shanee et al., 2014; Shanee et al., Submitted). 
Facilitating legal mechanisms to ease the creation, management and reporting requirements 
would ease the burden on local stakeholders who often lack the proper education and 
access to economic resources currently required. Conservation funders should overhaul 
application processes, reducing focus on academic qualifications, in order to facilitate access 
to necessary resources, particularly for long term management. This is especially true as 
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Table 1) Number and terrestrial coverage of different state PAs in Peru. 
Type  No  Size  % of country 
National Park  14  8,170,748  6.2  
National Sanctuary  9  317,367  0.25  
Historic Sanctuary  4  41,279  0.03  
National Reserve  15  4,652,449  3.62  
Wildlife Refuge  3  20,775  0.02  
Protected Forest  6  389,987  0.30  
Scenic Reserve  2  711,819  0.55  
Communal Reserve  10  2,166,588  1.38  
Hunting Area  2  124,735  0.10  
Reserved Zone  12  1,505,921  2.74  
Regional Conservation 
Area 
18 28,000 0.02 




























Table 2) Number and terrestrial coverage of private/communal protected areas in Peru. 
Type  No  Size  % of country 
Private Conservation 
Area  
100  349,500  0.27  
Conservation 
Concession  
57  1,200,800  0.93  
Ecotourism Concession  47  108,400  0.08  









































Table 3) Number of Threatened and Data Deficient species and ecoregions with distributions 
that overlap with different PAs management types in Peru. 
Class Total IUCN 
Category 
Present in 






27 CR 7 (26) 4 (15) 8 (30) 
42 EN 25 (60) 18 (43) 31 (74)  
39 VU 27 (69) 16 (41) 26 (67) 
139 DD 69 (50) 41 (29) 85 (61) 
Bird 
9 CR 8 (89) 3 (33) 8 (89) 
27 EN 25 (93) 18 (67) 25 (93) 
66 VU 60 (91) 53 (80) 63 (95) 
0 DD - - - 
Mammal 
3 CR 1 (33) 2 (67) 2 (67) 
10 EN 10 (100) 8 (80) 10 (100) 
34 VU 33 (97) 29 (85) 33 (97) 
39 DD 36 (92) 26 (67) 37 (95) 
Reptile 
2 CR 1 (50) 0 (0) 1 (50) 
3 EN 2 (67) 1 (33) 3 (100) 
3 VU 3 (100) 2 (67) 3 (100) 
19 DD 8 (42) 5 (26) 8 (42) 
































Table 4) Percentage coverage of Threatened and Data Deficient species distributions and 
ecoregions by PA network in Peru.  












27 CR 8 (30) 5 (19) 4 (15) 3 (11) 
42 EN 30 (71) 22 (52) 17 (40)  7 (17) 
39 VU 28 (72) 19 (49) 17 (44) 4 (10) 
139 DD 85 (61) 62 (45) 57 (41) 29 (21) 
Total 247  151 (61) 108 (44) 95 (39) 43 (17) 
Bird 
9 CR 8 (89) 5 (56) 5 (56) 4 (44) 
27 EN 24 (89) 19 (70) 16 (59) 5 (19) 
66 VU 63 (95) 45 (68) 36 (55) 7 (11) 
0 DD - - - - 
Total 102  95 (93) 69 (68) 57 (56) 16 (16) 
Mammal 
3 CR 2 (67) 1 (33) 1 (33) 0 (0) 
10 EN 10 (100) 6 (60) 6 (60) 0 (0) 
34 VU 33 (97) 27 (79) 20 (59) 4 (12) 
39 DD 37 (95) 29 (74) 28 (72) 5 (13) 
Total 86  82 (95) 63 (73) 55 (64) 9 (11) 
Reptile 
2 CR 1 (50) 0 (0) 0 (0) (0) 
3 EN 3 (100) 1 (33) 1 (33) 1 (33) 
3 VU 3 (100) 1 (33) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
19 DD 8 (42) 5 (26)  4 (21) 1 (5) 
Total 27  12 (44) 7 (26) 5 (19) 2 (7) 




























Table 5) Percentage coverage by Peruvian PA network for different IUCN threat categories. 
Category Total Overlapping 
distribution 
(%) 
>10 (%) >17 (%) >50 (%) 
CR  41 19 (46) 11 (27) 10 (24) 7 (17) 
EN 82 67 (82) 48 (60) 40 (49) 13 (15) 
VU 142 131 (92) 100 (70) 74 (52) 18 (13) 
DD 197 130 (66) 96 (49) 89 (45) 35 (18) 















































































Supplementary table 1) Coverage values represent area, in ha or % of each species’ distribution found within the different PA categories (State, 1 
Private/Communal and Combined values). 2 






















Amphibians Atelopus epikeisthos CR 2935.04 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Atelopus erythropus CR 26702.03 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Atelopus eusebiodiazi CR 2064.34 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Atelopus patazensis CR 2776.94 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Atelopus pyrodactylus CR 2391.32 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Atelopus reticulatus CR 6743.47 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Gastrotheca zeugocystis CR 2903.86 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Hypodactylus lucida CR 6525.53 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Oreobates pereger CR 3686.80 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Phrynopus dagmarae CR 66414.83 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Phrynopus heimorum CR 3846.56 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Phrynopus juninensis CR 7918.66 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Phrynopus kauneorum CR 46878.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Phrynopus peruanus CR 980.37 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Phrynopus tautzorum CR 1015.51 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis pardalinus CR 966.34 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis simonsii CR 7796.48 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Rhinella chavin CR 32719.44 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Telmatobius punctatus CR 8010.37 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Atelopus seminiferus CR 226379.54 0 0 363.68 0 363.68 0.2 
Amphibians Atelopus pachydermus CR 739483.39 3379.53 0.5 292.79 0 3672.32 0.5 
Amphibians Telmatobius culeus CR 647780.68 18969.42 2.9 0 0 18969.42 2.9 
22 
 
Amphibians Atelopus peruensis CR 2280077.37 215138.84 9.4 26732.85 1.2 241871.68 10.6 
Amphibians Atelopus pulcher CR 925755.07 267655.88 28.9 1912.80 0 269568.68 29.1 
Amphibians Telmatobius timens CR 3763.11 2183.97 58.0 0 0 2183.97 58.0 
Amphibians Ameerega planipaleae CR 22075.32 13997.99 63.4 0 0 13997.99 63.4 
Amphibians Atelopus andinus CR 240319.25 204406.52 85.1 0 0 204406.52 85.1 
Amphibians Bolitoglossa digitigrada DD 2433.41 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Bryophryne zonalis DD 1490.92 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Chiasmocleis devriesi DD 3049.43 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Cochranella erminea DD 6131.62 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Gastrotheca galeata DD 31675.79 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Gastrotheca lateonota DD 15101.61 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Gastrotheca pacchamama DD 5564.80 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Gastrotheca rebeccae DD 9181.79 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Hamptophryne alios DD 123952.27 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Hyloxalus craspedoceps DD 1256.13 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Hyloxalus eleutherodactylus DD 1269.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Hyloxalus leucophaeus DD 1273.34 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Hyloxalus parcus DD 1219.92 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Hyloxalus patitae DD 589.56 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Hyloxalus pulcherrimus DD 1282.30 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Hyloxalus spilotogaster DD 1259.50 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Hypodactylus fallaciosus DD 6827.48 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Hypodactylus lundbergi DD 958.39 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Hypsiboas palaestes DD 120516.40 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Noblella duellmani DD 1333.59 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Noblella heyeri DD 2971.12 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Amphibians Noblella lynchi DD 4179.61 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Nymphargus mixomaculatus DD 4619.81 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Nymphargus phenax DD 11137.05 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Oreobates lundbergi DD 958.39 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Oscaecilia koepckeorum DD 2483.09 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Phrynopus bufoides DD 6441.77 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Phrynopus kotosh DD 1010.77 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Phrynopus oblivius DD 19824.21 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Phrynopus paucari DD 947.40 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Phrynopus pesantesi DD 959.74 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Phrynopus thompsoni DD 7930.82 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis avicuporum DD 5303.02 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis bipunctatus DD 958.04 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis caliginosus DD 12297.96 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis chimu DD 8856.35 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis cuneirostris DD 4567.66 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis karcharias DD 1974.20 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis luscombei DD 220822.19 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis metabates DD 10839.78 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis muscosus DD 75981.88 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis pecki DD 10485.62 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis petrobardus DD 8265.52 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis pinguis DD 68722.47 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis scitulus DD 3174.14 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis tantanti DD 47827.24 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Ranitomeya ignea DD 4633.95 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Amphibians Rhinella arborescandens DD 43039.57 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Rhinella multiverrucosa DD 78012.57 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Rulyrana erminea DD 6131.62 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Rulyrana mcdiarmidi DD 173888.54 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Telmatobius intermedius DD 3304.82 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Truebella skoptes DD 2023.38 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Truebella tothastes DD 864.27 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis wagteri DD 43742.29 0 0 12.50 0 12.50 0.0 
Amphibians Pristimantis stictoboubonus DD 27530.02 0 0 9.51 0 9.51 0.0 
Amphibians Nymphargus pluvialis DD 34910.38 0 0 21.29 0 21.29 0.1 
Amphibians Rhinella vellardi DD 9560.80 0 0 10.53 0 10.53 0.1 
Amphibians Lynchius nebulanastes DD 9604.75 0 0 44.83 0 44.83 0.5 
Amphibians Rhinella iserni DD 154358.31 3858.04 2.5 0 0 3858.04 2.5 
Amphibians Hypsiboas melanopleura DD 3087.23 99.43 3.2 0 0 99.43 3.2 
Amphibians Hyloxalus insulatus DD 1211550.28 16853.99 1.4 24271.87 2.0 41125.86 3.4 
Amphibians Hyloxalus sylvaticus DD 78991.83 1957.20 2.5 731.05 0.9 2688.26 3.4 
Amphibians Pristimantis lirellus DD 103659.86 3713.93 3.6 0 0 3713.93 3.6 
Amphibians Pristimantis rhabdocnemus DD 7630.08 287.14 3.8 0 0 287.14 3.8 
Amphibians Pristimantis meridionalis DD 10222.29 385.54 3.8 0 0 385.54 3.8 
Amphibians Allobates ornatus DD 16306.82 669.00 4.1 14.29 0 683.29 4.2 
Amphibians Pristimantis amydrotus DD 46725.03 2078.01 4.4 0 0 2078.01 4.4 
Amphibians Pristimantis phalaroinguinis DD 46527.89 2086.41 4.5 0 0 2086.41 4.5 
Amphibians Chiasmocleis magnova DD 201027.59 9948.66 4.9 257.11 0 10205.77 5.1 
Amphibians Ameerega rubriventris DD 665599.11 24674.39 3.7 11533.91 1.7 36208.31 5.4 
Amphibians Oreobates saxatilis DD 312978.72 12803.18 4.1 5074.54 1.6 17877.71 5.7 
Amphibians Edalorhina nasuta DD 798627.70 48797.89 6.1 130.19 0 48928.08 6.1 
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Amphibians Bryophryne gymnotis DD 31451.39 107.62 0.3 2118.66 6.7 2226.28 7.1 
Amphibians Epicrionops peruvianus DD 9316.90 0 0 665.43 7.1 665.43 7.1 
Amphibians Hyloxalus utcubambensis DD 27088.01 0 0 2389.38 8.8 2389.38 8.8 
Amphibians Caecilia inca DD 1170551.19 111025.95 9.5 297.18 0 111323.13 9.5 
Amphibians Pristimantis ardalonychus DD 772340.71 82450.34 10.7 1235.39 0 83685.73 10.8 
Amphibians Pristimantis sternothylax DD 1787.94 0 0 208.57 11.7 208.57 11.7 
Amphibians Allobates melanolaemus DD 847450.52 134558.86 15.9 170.45 0 134729.31 15.9 
Amphibians Pristimantis anemerus DD 5329.34 0 0 851.18 16.0 851.18 16.0 
Amphibians Gastrotheca ochoai DD 530036.94 59069.90 11.1 27936.03 5.3 87005.94 16.4 
Amphibians Pristimantis delius DD 58126.11 9983.74 17.2 0 0 9983.74 17.2 
Amphibians Cochranella euhystrix DD 11801.75 2107.43 17.9 0 0 2107.43 17.9 
Amphibians Pristimantis rufioculis DD 337592.94 61217.29 18.1 0 0 61217.29 18.1 
Amphibians Pristimantis exoristus DD 576161.62 109238.31 19.0 0 0 109238.31 19.0 
Amphibians Pristimantis minutulus DD 88653.22 18498.56 20.9 0 0 18498.56 20.9 
Amphibians Pristimantis tanyrhynchus DD 41927.79 9038.22 21.6 0 0 9038.22 21.6 
Amphibians Gastrotheca weinlandii DD 262795.51 64510.12 24.5 0 0 64510.12 24.5 
Amphibians Hyloxalus idiomelus DD 215384.84 47796.36 22.2 5089.97 2.4 52886.33 24.6 
Amphibians Hyloxalus sordidatus DD 528950.62 123924.34 23.4 11875.89 2.2 135800.23 25.7 
Amphibians Allobates fuscellus DD 5646542.18 1243266.34 22.0 244238.05 4.3 1487504.39 26.3 
Amphibians Allobates alessandroi DD 132486.13 36998.85 27.9 0 0 36998.85 27.9 
Amphibians Leptodactylus rhodostima DD 1187490.35 325197.26 27.4 10498.14 0.9 335695.40 28.3 
Amphibians Allobates conspicuus DD 18916443.29 5211869.39 27.6 229855.76 1.2 5441725.15 28.8 
Amphibians Ranitomeya amazonica DD 970309.05 288557.26 29.7 10498.14 1.1 299055.40 30.8 
Amphibians Ameerega smaragdina DD 55358.73 17328.45 31.3 0 0 17328.45 31.3 
Amphibians Hyloxalus mittermeieri DD 9898.58 3129.01 31.6 0 0 3129.01 31.6 
Amphibians Allobates sumtuosus DD 5858288.74 2022457.99 34.5 38321.50 0.7 2060779.49 35.2 
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Amphibians Pristimantis coronatus DD 5022.15 0 0 1832.31 36.5 1832.31 36.5 
Amphibians Nymphargus truebae DD 13795.27 5054.97 36.6 0 0 5054.97 36.6 
Amphibians Cochranella croceopodes DD 9844.23 3621.31 36.8 0 0 3621.31 36.8 
Amphibians Pristimantis infraguttatus DD 22962.47 8853.63 38.6 0 0 8853.63 38.6 
Amphibians Pristimantis wiensi DD 1633.29 0 0 640.28 39.2 640.28 39.2 
Amphibians Ranitomeya variabilis DD 228696.40 87957.25 38.5 2549.32 1.1 90506.57 39.6 
Amphibians Pristimantis lindae DD 13212.56 5557.32 42.1 0 0 5557.32 42.1 
Amphibians Pristimantis adiastolus DD 138694.05 59210.68 42.7 0 0 59210.68 42.7 
Amphibians Pristimantis vilcabambae DD 41909.04 19330.99 46.1 0 0 19330.99 46.1 
Amphibians Pristimantis bearsei DD 330973.66 151276.28 45.7 2546.65 0.8 153822.93 46.5 
Amphibians Colostethus poecilonotus DD 63524.17 20188.04 31.8 9624.83 15.2 29812.87 46.9 
Amphibians Pristimantis seorsus DD 22167.14 11324.42 51.1 0 0 11324.42 51.1 
Amphibians Pristimantis citriogaster DD 98840.92 52199.35 52.8 0 0 52199.35 52.8 
Amphibians Pristimantis albertus DD 98283.19 57508.30 58.5 0 0 57508.30 58.5 
Amphibians Hypodactylus araiodactylus DD 2017.58 0 0 1185.51 58.8 1185.51 58.8 
Amphibians Pristimantis salaputium DD 2804.40 0 0 1697.44 60.5 1697.44 60.5 
Amphibians Gastrotheca carinaceps DD 25581.33 15611.63 61.0 0 0 15611.63 61.0 
Amphibians Phrynopus auriculatus DD 5256.89 3464.12 65.9 0 0 3464.12 65.9 
Amphibians Phrynopus tribulosus DD 5256.89 3464.12 65.9 0 0 3464.12 65.9 
Amphibians Pristimantis flavobracatus DD 31174.07 21822.40 70.0 0 0 21822.40 70.0 
Amphibians Phyllomedusa duellmani DD 7424.12 2575.02 34.7 3219.28 43.4 5794.30 78.0 
Amphibians Nymphargus chancas DD 5115.62 4173.01 81.6 0 0 4173.01 81.6 
Amphibians Gastrotheca phalarosa DD 974.34 0 0 798.12 81.9 798.12 81.9 
Amphibians Phrynopus nicoleae DD 1138.73 940.95 82.6 0 0 940.95 82.6 
Amphibians Pristimantis atrabracus DD 16721.04 13176.98 78.8 900.01 5.4 14076.99 84.2 
Amphibians Gastrotheca antoniiochoai DD 9467.44 0 0 8136.41 85.9 8136.41 85.9 
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Amphibians Hyla antoniiochoai DD 9467.44 0 0 8136.41 85.9 8136.41 85.9 
Amphibians Pristimantis spectabilis DD 222.54 200.58 90.1 0 0 200.58 90.1 
Amphibians Pristimantis aniptopalmatus DD 1664.38 1556.96 93.5 0 0 1556.96 93.5 
Amphibians Pristimantis olivaceus DD 48121.78 45865.76 95.3 0 0 45865.76 95.3 
Amphibians Pristimantis stictogaster DD 951.50 921.31 96.8 0 0 921.31 96.8 
Amphibians Gastrotheca abdita DD 14964.27 14823.68 99.1 0 0 14823.68 99.1 
Amphibians Phrynopus miroslawae DD 986.75 981.23 99.4 0 0 981.23 99.4 
Amphibians Centrolene lemniscatum DD 940.22 938.00 99.8 0 0 938.00 99.8 
Amphibians Gastrotheca ossilaginis DD 967.04 0 0 966.77 100.0 966.77 100.0 
Amphibians Hyloxalus aeruginosus DD 1286.27 1286.27 100.0 0 0 1286.27 100.0 
Amphibians Atelopus siranus DD 6110.18 6110.18 100.0 0 0 6110.18 100.0 
Amphibians Rulyrana tangarana DD 6213.32 6213.32 100.0 0 0 6213.32 100.0 
Amphibians Centrolene muelleri DD 910.99 910.99 100.0 0 0 910.99 100.0 
Amphibians Pristimantis lucasi DD 1005.28 1005.28 100.0 0 0 1005.28 100.0 
Amphibians Atelopus dimorphus EN 6586.80 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Centrolene azulae EN 1013.81 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Excidobates mysteriosus EN 14774.58 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Gastrotheca stictopleura EN 13132.18 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Oreobates ayacucho EN 3893.15 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Phrynopus montium EN 249295.52 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis cryptomelas EN 41325.47 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis ornatus EN 67557.17 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis proserpens EN 13157.94 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Psychrophrynella boettgeri EN 13366.25 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Telmatobius degener EN 15592.94 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Telmatobius thompsoni EN 5398.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Amphibians Atelopus oxapampae EN 22207.10 0 0 47.32 0 47.32 0.2 
Amphibians Telmatobius brevirostris EN 209322.21 0 0 986.00 0 986.00 0.5 
Amphibians Bryophryne bustamantei EN 82571.55 0 0 1317.09 1.6 1317.09 1.6 
Amphibians Telmatobius ignavus EN 51174.62 0 0 851.18 1.7 851.18 1.7 
Amphibians Telmatobius brevipes EN 624617.50 25471.58 4.1 0 0 25471.58 4.1 
Amphibians Hyloxalus elachyhistus EN 866518.93 29181.01 3.4 41446.76 4.8 70627.78 8.2 
Amphibians Ranitomeya summersi EN 24279.21 1334.92 5.5 735.69 3.0 2070.61 8.5 
Amphibians Telmatobius mayoloi EN 50030.24 4790.12 9.6 0 0 4790.12 9.6 
Amphibians Telmatobius macrostomus EN 869271.14 83316.47 9.6 6180.35 0.7 89496.82 10.3 
Amphibians Pristimantis melanogaster EN 295867.75 0 0 31223.41 10.6 31223.41 10.6 
Amphibians Ameerega silverstonei EN 76280.48 9306.21 12.2 0 0 9306.21 12.2 
Amphibians Telmatobius truebae EN 179341.45 0 0 24115.92 13.4 24115.92 13.4 
Amphibians Pristimantis rhodoplichus EN 319992.36 34876.86 10.9 9447.28 3.0 44324.14 13.9 
Amphibians Telmatobius brachydactylus EN 343747.63 62315.01 18.1 0 0 62315.01 18.1 
Amphibians Lynchius parkeri EN 89701.38 17981.63 20.0 0 0 17981.63 20.0 
Amphibians Telmatobius necopinus EN 4243.32 897.17 21.1 0 0 897.17 21.1 
Amphibians Pristimantis cosnipatae EN 85584.38 8248.98 9.6 15609.44 18.2 23858.42 27.9 
Amphibians Ctenophryne carpish EN 349781.33 35603.33 10.2 62070.06 17.7 97673.39 27.9 
Amphibians Melanophryne carpish EN 349781.33 35603.33 10.2 62070.06 17.7 97673.39 27.9 
Amphibians Hyloxalus azureiventris EN 187041.08 56927.48 30.4 9.55 0 56937.03 30.4 
Amphibians Psychrophrynella usurpator EN 250154.74 60929.18 24.4 17573.12 7.0 78502.30 31.4 
Amphibians Chiasmocleis carvalhoi EN 11245937.30 3301775.74 29.4 356048.97 3.2 3657824.72 32.5 
Amphibians Bryophryne cophites EN 26859.47 6839.20 25.5 2852.11 10.6 9691.31 36.1 
Amphibians Telmatobius latirostris EN 3988.16 2338.88 58.6 0 0 2338.88 58.6 
Amphibians Telmatobius colanensis EN 15025.60 11492.12 76.5 153.17 1.0 11645.29 77.5 
Amphibians Rulyrana saxiscandens EN 1779.80 1762.56 99.0 0 0 1762.56 99.0 
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Amphibians Nymphargus mariae EN 2621.01 2621.01 100.0 0 0 2621.01 100.0 
Amphibians Rhinella nesiotes EN 1186.92 1186.92 100.0 0 0 1186.92 100.0 
Amphibians Phyllomedusa baltea EN 31048.29 31048.29 100.0 0 0 31048.29 100.0 
Amphibians Phrynopus bracki EN 18370.64 18370.64 100.0 0 0 18370.64 100.0 
Amphibians Ameerega cainarachi VU 73710.67 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Nannophryne corynetes VU 5434.36 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Nymphargus siren VU 104196.21 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Phrynopus horstpauli VU 29602.05 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis colodactylus VU 23896.08 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis cordovae VU 26448.97 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis incomptus VU 5018.75 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis ventriguttatus VU 194.90 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis versicolor VU 111854.45 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Telmatobius hockingi VU 8600.41 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Telmatobius sanborni VU 623814.83 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amphibians Pristimantis ceuthospilus VU 185887.59 89.03 0.0 0 0 89.03 0.0 
Amphibians Phrynopus barthlenae VU 66067.31 0 0 986.00 1.5 986.00 1.5 
Amphibians Telmatobius marmoratus VU 6225741.31 91861.11 1.5 1224.18 0 93085.29 1.5 
Amphibians Pristimantis pataikos VU 906300.10 302.10 0.0 15981.71 1.8 16283.82 1.8 
Amphibians Telmatobius carrillae VU 540071.92 12936.71 2.4 0 0 12936.71 2.4 
Amphibians Centrolene hesperium VU 1561.53 59.67 3.8 0 0 59.67 3.8 
Amphibians Ceratophrys stolzmanni VU 231330.09 5102.30 2.2 8306.75 3.6 13409.06 5.8 
Amphibians Pristimantis schultei VU 442530.68 9827.78 2.2 22356.06 5.1 32183.84 7.3 
Amphibians Pristimantis cruciocularis VU 45432.32 602.12 1.3 3235.03 7.1 3837.15 8.4 
Amphibians Telmatobius peruvianus VU 851758.67 110144.28 12.9 0 0 110144.28 12.9 
Amphibians Gastrotheca excubitor VU 1264875.33 156233.68 12.4 20586.94 1.6 176820.62 14.0 
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Amphibians Telmatobius arequipensis VU 1960282.77 367911.60 18.8 0 0 367911.60 18.8 
Amphibians Ctenophryne barbatula VU 16865.81 3620.69 21.5 0 0 3620.69 21.5 
Amphibians Melanophryne barbatula VU 16865.81 3620.69 21.5 0 0 3620.69 21.5 
Amphibians Centrolene buckleyi VU 253602.25 23838.75 9.4 31911.13 12.6 55749.88 22.0 
Amphibians Pristimantis nephophilus VU 466445.86 103354.13 22.2 3292.37 0.7 106646.50 22.9 
Amphibians Pristimantis serendipitus VU 303485.62 60533.07 19.9 11111.38 3.7 71644.45 23.6 
Amphibians Psychrophrynella bagrecitoi VU 68225.19 91.89 0.1 18430.82 27.0 18522.71 27.1 
Amphibians Rhinella manu VU 15650.34 4545.56 29.0 0 0 4545.56 29.0 
Amphibians Atelopus spumarius VU 16618060.53 5001796.47 30.1 377575.08 2.3 5379371.55 32.4 
Amphibians Atelopus tricolor VU 1231640.14 379097.69 30.8 48931.18 4.0 428028.87 34.8 
Amphibians Ranitomeya benedicta VU 829788.73 297190.80 35.8 0 0 297190.80 35.8 
Amphibians Ameerega pongoensis VU 1005347.04 384975.90 38.3 28762.38 2.9 413738.28 41.2 
Amphibians Lithobates bwana VU 306264.81 144869.29 47.3 201.19 0 145070.48 47.4 
Amphibians Pristimantis condor VU 168040.26 85533.69 50.9 0 0 85533.69 50.9 
Amphibians Pristimantis bromeliaceus VU 29229.02 21918.59 75.0 1.49 0 21920.07 75.0 
Amphibians Gastrotheca atympana VU 4164.46 3176.21 76.3 0 0 3176.21 76.3 
Amphibians Rhinella yanachaga VU 93.82 93.82 100.0 0 0 93.82 100.0 
Birds Eulidia yarrellii CR 708600.00 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 
Birds Synallaxis maranonica CR 373100.00 382.55 0.1 0 0 382.55 0.1 
Birds Cinclodes aricomae CR 6340000.00 63666.39 1.0 33449.68 0.5 97116.08 1.5 
Birds Cinclodes palliatus CR 2405000.00 177329.17 7.4 855.19 
 
178184.36 7.4 
Birds Penelope albipennis CR 1680000.00 248958.58 14.8 44831.94 2.7 293790.52 17.5 
Birds Pauxi unicornis CR 1011000.00 972102.44 96.2 0 0 972102.44 96.2 
Birds Pauxi koepckeae CR 41460.00 40378.72 97.4 0 0 40378.72 97.4 
Birds Podiceps taczanowskii CR 14590.00 14588.20 100.0 0 0 14588.20 100.0 
Birds Polioptila clementsi CR 1886.00 1886.46 100.0 0 0 1886.46 100.0 
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Birds Aglaeactis aliciae EN 34090.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Birds Atlapetes melanopsis EN 104100.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Birds Grallaria ridgelyi EN 1893.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Birds Taphrolesbia griseiventris EN 555700.00 2563.06 0.5 0 0 2563.06 0.5 
Birds Rollandia microptera EN 657000.00 18969.42 2.9 0 0 18969.42 2.9 
Birds Cacicus koepckeae EN 54860.00 1631.46 3.0 0 0 1631.46 3.0 
Birds Poospiza rubecula EN 1401000.00 38455.22 2.7 6373.19 0 44828.41 3.2 
Birds Myiarchus semirufus EN 4499000.00 132544.01 2.9 17809.39 0 150353.41 3.3 
Birds Herpsilochmus parkeri EN 169200.00 25031.63 14.8 13.49 0 25045.12 14.8 
Birds Buthraupis aureodorsalis EN 244700.00 20529.51 8.4 20104.19 8.2 40633.71 16.6 
Birds Poospiza alticola EN 2353000.00 351503.29 14.9 45398.47 1.9 396901.77 16.9 
Birds Loddigesia mirabilis EN 177600.00 311.60 0.2 30148.79 17.0 30460.39 17.2 
Birds Picumnus steindachneri EN 712900.00 95564.38 13.4 45001.14 6.3 140565.53 19.7 
Birds Leptasthenura xenothorax EN 256800.00 47308.56 18.4 6802.69 2.6 54111.25 21.1 
Birds Brotogeris pyrrhoptera EN 205100.00 42721.52 20.8 1005.61 
 
43727.13 21.3 
Birds Spizaetus isidori EN 13150000.00 2345390.06 17.8 501414.86 3.8 2846804.91 21.6 
Birds Crax globulosa EN 2070000.00 451424.89 21.8 52516.54 2.5 503941.43 24.3 
Birds Heliangelus regalis EN 342800.00 84827.41 24.7 6904.89 2.0 91732.30 26.8 
Birds Aulacorhynchus huallagae EN 174800.00 22617.09 12.9 30099.33 17.2 52716.42 30.2 
Birds Anairetes alpinus EN 1386000.00 412544.67 29.8 47774.65 3.4 460319.32 33.2 
Birds Synallaxis tithys EN 159400.00 54775.45 34.4 0 0 54775.45 34.4 
Birds Pseudastur occidentalis EN 81650.00 37347.06 45.7 0 0 37347.06 45.7 
Birds Xenoglaux loweryi EN 19370.00 9262.43 47.8 471.78 2.4 9734.22 50.3 
Birds Grallaricula ochraceifrons EN 258600.00 112787.14 43.6 19462.95 7.5 132250.09 51.1 
Birds Pachyramphus spodiurus EN 35070.00 25379.77 72.4 10.53 0 25390.30 72.4 
Birds Poecilotriccus luluae EN 36250.00 24203.45 66.8 5451.37 15.0 29654.82 81.8 
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Birds Laterallus tuerosi EN 16380.00 14041.35 85.7 0 0 14041.35 85.7 
Birds Dysithamnus leucostictus VU 3373.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Birds Lipaugus uropygialis VU 122200.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Birds Synallaxis courseni VU 5830.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Birds Patagioenas oenops VU 1403000.00 688.12 0.0 6770.38 0 7458.49 0.5 
Birds Incaspiza ortizi VU 146800.00 1251.82 0.9 0 0 1251.82 0.9 
Birds Siptornopsis hypochondriaca VU 757100.00 0 0 9817.92 1.3 9817.92 1.3 
Birds Conirostrum margaritae VU 1355000.00 20681.67 1.5 170.45 0 20852.13 1.5 
Birds Forpus xanthops VU 289400.00 0 0 4616.57 1.6 4616.57 1.6 
Birds Nothoprocta taczanowskii VU 2576000.00 65546.45 2.5 2526.19 0 68072.63 2.6 
Birds Doliornis sclateri VU 1303000.00 26743.84 2.1 14021.84 1.1 40765.68 3.1 
Birds Progne murphyi VU 13140000.00 445266.57 3.4 95515.92 0.7 540782.49 4.1 
Birds Penelope barbata VU 1388000.00 37200.87 2.7 19932.36 1.4 57133.23 4.1 
Birds Heliodoxa gularis VU 1082000.00 50493.38 4.7 940.28 0 51433.67 4.8 
Birds Hylocryptus erythrocephalus VU 974000.00 54720.05 5.6 1613.92 0 56333.97 5.8 
Birds Agriornis albicauda VU 27850000.00 1659019.60 6.0 208656.06 0.7 1867675.66 6.7 
Birds Pyrrhura albipectus VU 87240.00 5990.39 6.9 0 0 5990.39 6.9 
Birds Leptotila ochraceiventris VU 632900.00 41014.39 6.5 8672.80 1.4 49687.18 7.9 
Birds Dysithamnus occidentalis VU 6329.00 0 0 510.89 8.1 510.89 8.1 
Birds Phacellodomus dorsalis VU 182800.00 16506.64 9.0 0 0 16506.64 9.0 
Birds Myrmeciza griseiceps VU 1023000.00 84213.91 8.2 10806.80 1.1 95020.72 9.3 
Birds Chaetocercus bombus VU 4436000.00 193234.19 4.4 242539.58 5.5 435773.78 9.8 
Birds Conirostrum tamarugense VU 2008000.00 216013.24 10.8 0 0 216013.24 10.8 
Birds Percnostola arenarum VU 765100.00 78425.33 10.3 10468.21 1.4 88893.54 11.6 
Birds Myrmoborus lugubris VU 6424000.00 621995.88 9.7 136541.05 2.1 758536.93 11.8 
Birds Lathrotriccus griseipectus VU 1775000.00 232784.47 13.1 17650.13 1.0 250434.60 14.1 
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Birds Thamnophilus tenuepunctatus VU 4079000.00 367254.97 9.0 222319.17 5.5 589574.14 14.5 
Birds Touit stictopterus VU 1054000.00 152670.86 14.5 8572.92 0.8 161243.79 15.3 
Birds Conopias cinchoneti VU 8841000.00 1144311.94 12.9 215744.40 2.4 1360056.34 15.4 
Birds Wetmorethraupis sterrhopteron VU 831700.00 130154.93 15.6 0 0 130154.93 15.6 
Birds Zimmerius cinereicapilla VU 3006000.00 469484.35 15.6 22098.17 0.7 491582.52 16.4 
Birds Galbula pastazae VU 47350.00 8029.22 17.0 0 0 8029.22 17.0 
Birds Asthenes helleri VU 3855000.00 660306.73 17.1 44460.90 1.2 704767.62 18.3 
Birds Tangara argyrofenges VU 1389000.00 222562.23 16.0 64045.24 4.6 286607.48 20.6 
Birds Syndactyla ruficollis VU 1024000.00 184804.49 18.0 30098.71 2.9 214903.20 21.0 
Birds Cranioleuca curtata VU 8237000.00 1262652.63 15.3 468388.69 5.7 1731041.33 21.0 
Birds Myrmoborus melanurus VU 2212000.00 451520.30 20.4 16648.46 0.8 468168.76 21.2 
Birds Hapalopsittaca pyrrhops VU 202100.00 20235.72 10.0 23418.98 11.6 43654.70 21.6 
Birds Dendroica cerulea VU 27700000.00 5282490.05 19.1 736395.21 2.7 6018885.25 21.7 
Birds Sericossypha albocristata VU 3832000.00 528316.54 13.8 346397.47 9.0 874714.00 22.8 
Birds Nothocercus nigrocapillus VU 15410000.00 3056438.08 19.8 560362.10 3.6 3616800.18 23.5 
Birds Herpsilochmus axillaris VU 7082000.00 1684260.01 23.8 132907.29 1.9 1817167.30 25.7 
Birds Buthraupis wetmorei VU 76350.00 8203.52 10.7 11963.28 15.7 20166.81 26.4 
Birds Patagioenas subvinacea VU 74980000.00 18525308.49 24.7 1379602.35 1.8 19904910.84 26.5 
Birds Phlogophilus hemileucurus VU 471000.00 113855.52 24.2 12544.05 2.7 126399.57 26.8 
Birds Leptosittaca branickii VU 1804000.00 476051.64 26.4 13825.81 0.8 489877.44 27.2 
Birds Tinamus tao VU 39600000.00 10429827.74 26.3 731633.96 1.8 11161461.70 28.2 
Birds Ramphastos culminatus VU 63010000.00 17013387.38 27.0 782036.71 1.2 17795424.09 28.2 
Birds Neomorphus geoffroyi VU 31070000.00 8834218.14 28.4 334382.55 1.1 9168600.70 29.5 
Birds Myiopagis olallai VU 410100.00 123200.40 30.0 0 0 123200.40 30.0 
Birds Touit huetii VU 35020000.00 10209079.39 29.2 382185.96 1.1 10591265.35 30.2 
Birds Ara militaris VU 8635000.00 2309083.05 26.7 328857.02 3.8 2637940.07 30.5 
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Birds Agamia agami VU 53840000.00 16407616.05 30.5 774451.06 1.4 17182067.10 31.9 
Birds Primolius couloni VU 28020000.00 9035128.02 32.2 358685.44 1.3 9393813.47 33.5 
Birds Thripophaga berlepschi VU 159300.00 46765.60 29.4 13466.29 8.5 60231.89 37.8 
Birds Carduelis siemiradzkii VU 304300.00 125736.55 41.3 635.64 0 126372.19 41.5 
Birds Cnipodectes superrufus VU 10350000.00 4214538.89 40.7 226549.10 2.2 4441087.99 42.9 
Birds Cryptoleucopteryx plumbea VU 271900.00 125627.66 46.2 487.90 0 126115.56 46.4 
Birds Grallaria przewalskii VU 410900.00 169298.05 41.2 23711.34 5.8 193009.39 47.0 
Birds Ortalis erythroptera VU 318200.00 152828.40 48.0 0 0 152828.40 48.0 
Birds Attila torridus VU 183900.00 93699.17 51.0 483.26 0 94182.43 51.2 
Birds Zimmerius villarejoi VU 172400.00 88340.90 51.2 12.18 0 88353.08 51.2 
Birds Tinamus osgoodi VU 2584000.00 1459197.59 56.5 28693.13 1.1 1487890.72 57.6 
Birds Onychorhynchus occidentalis VU 59590.00 44719.11 75.0 0 0 44719.11 75.0 
Birds Coryphaspiza melanotis VU 1112000.00 866222.00 77.9 6105.13 0.5 872327.12 78.4 
Birds Phyllomyias weedeni VU 82210.00 67106.82 81.6 0 0 67106.82 81.6 
Birds Capito wallacei VU 18540.00 18349.79 99.0 0 0 18349.79 99.0 
Mammals Melanomys zunigae CR 22887.07 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mammals Callicebus oenanthe CR 910876.44 13418.81 1.5 16459.87 1.8 29878.68 3.3 
Mammals Oreonax flavicauda CR 2716170.75 478259.82 17.6 395914.97 14.6 874174.79 32.2 
Mammals Chibchanomys trichotis DD 22885.17 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mammals Galenomys garleppi DD 195270.97 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mammals Thylamys tatei DD 715110.50 5070.00 0.7 0 0 5070.00 0.7 
Mammals Ichthyomys stolzmanni DD 282278.25 5310.89 1.9 2021.88 0.7 7332.77 2.6 
Mammals Eremoryzomys polius DD 1432778.72 9748.61 0.7 50189.84 
 
59938.44 4.2 
Mammals Mesomys leniceps DD 80287.00 0 0 3449.24 4.3 3449.24 4.3 
Mammals Oreoryzomys balneator DD 89121.62 4668.66 5.2 0 0 4668.66 5.2 
Mammals Thyroptera lavali DD 146220.31 0 0 9924.98 6.8 9924.98 6.8 
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Mammals Thomasomys praetor DD 3170769.47 75681.01 2.4 145259.60 4.6 220940.61 7.0 
Mammals Cryptotis peruviensis DD 752611.64 30394.03 4.0 31944.10 4.2 62338.13 8.3 
Mammals Dasypus pilosus DD 5316231.68 392274.95 7.4 326140.56 6.1 718415.51 13.5 
Mammals Pattonomys occasius DD 12499287.38 2175490.28 17.4 10000.22 0 2185490.49 17.5 
Mammals Echimys saturnus DD 5500193.05 1040275.50 0 5000.22 0.1 1045275.72 19.0 
Mammals Thomasomys rosalinda DD 310778.35 0 0 61288.51 19.7 61288.51 19.7 
Mammals Diclidurus ingens DD 12061786.80 2216440.42 18.4 254510.09 2.1 2470950.51 20.5 
Mammals Micronycteris matses DD 287873.65 64846.48 22.5 0 0 64846.48 22.5 
Mammals Rhipidomys ochrogaster DD 763191.46 175264.14 23.0 0 0 175264.14 23.0 
Mammals Sciurus pyrrhinus DD 2639740.83 626988.43 23.8 125.19 0 627113.61 23.8 
Mammals Marmosa rubra DD 37664550.54 8696695.89 23.1 376336.30 1.0 9073032.20 24.1 
Mammals Cynomops abrasus DD 75533317.71 17528301.24 23.2 1455703.70 1.9 18984004.95 25.1 
Mammals Micronycteris brosseti DD 35972457.95 8795129.19 24.4 426879.65 1.2 9222008.84 25.6 
Mammals Amphinectomys savamis DD 99103.01 26466.84 26.7 0 0 26466.84 26.7 
Mammals Cynomops paranus DD 49655458.32 12751919.07 25.7 591861.06 1.2 13343780.13 26.9 
Mammals Myotis simus DD 73270789.96 18523888.50 25.3 1359483.72 1.9 19883372.21 27.1 
Mammals Microsciurus flaviventer DD 72763224.52 18744161.42 25.8 1034903.34 1.4 19779064.76 27.2 
Mammals Mazama americana DD 69496924.91 18306712.75 26.3 876106.92 1.3 19182819.68 27.6 
Mammals Sciurus ignitus DD 53894377.89 14497000.53 26.9 636914.67 1.2 15133915.19 28.1 
Mammals Sphaeronycteris toxophyllum DD 54710502.12 15142846.38 27.7 775503.10 1.4 15918349.48 29.1 
Mammals Molossops neglectus DD 59881545.25 16722989.53 27.9 802733.29 1.3 17525722.82 29.3 
Mammals Sciurillus pusillus DD 14112425.02 4119368.68 29.2 169153.90 1.2 4288522.58 30.4 
Mammals Glyphonycteris behnii DD 11490083.08 3788715.07 33.0 278845.55 2.4 4067560.62 35.4 
Mammals Dasyprocta kalinowskii DD 6740499.09 2688928.89 39.9 89413.93 1.3 2778342.82 41.2 
Mammals Proechimys kulinae DD 768537.97 307289.29 40.0 12712.81 1.7 320002.10 41.6 
Mammals Mimon koepckeae DD 310521.89 136580.00 44.0 0 0 136580.00 44.0 
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Mammals Marmosa andersoni DD 1585642.79 806449.43 50.9 0 0 806449.43 50.9 
Mammals Sciurus sanborni DD 4911204.02 2598578.64 52.9 34899.27 0.7 2633477.91 53.6 
Mammals Isothrix barbarabrownae DD 31494.36 13960.20 44.3 3326.61 10.6 17286.81 54.9 
Mammals Dactylomys peruanus DD 4728.48 4728.48 100.0 0 0.0 4728.48 100.0 
Mammals Cuscomys ashaninka DD 4421.38 4421.38 100.0 0 0 4421.38 100.0 
Mammals Phyllotis definitus EN 484154.03 5.53 0.0 0 0 5.53 0.0 
Mammals Tomopeas ravus EN 11234827.60 406933.57 3.6 86436.68 0.8 493370.25 4.4 
Mammals Leopardus jacobita EN 26446661.04 1616290.31 6.1 98741.54 0 1715031.85 6.5 
Mammals Myotis atacamensis EN 13263599.44 838341.04 6.3 46899.55 0 885240.59 6.7 
Mammals Sturnira nana EN 3968.63 683.35 17.2 0 0 683.35 17.2 
Mammals Tapirus pinchaque EN 343687.17 32274.07 9.4 28408.38 8.3 60682.45 17.7 
Mammals Ateles belzebuth EN 29282465.78 6656402.35 22.7 119242.31 0 6775644.66 23.1 
Mammals Pteronura brasiliensis EN 62980496.95 16102004.14 25.6 959494.04 1.5 17061498.19 27.1 
Mammals Ateles chamek EN 21080079.29 5793606.53 27.5 276169.65 1.3 6069776.18 28.8 
Mammals Lagothrix cana EN 23722512.91 6706026.13 28.3 269635.96 1.1 6975662.09 29.4 
Mammals Punomys kofordi VU 106152.05 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mammals Mormopterus phrudus VU 130007.16 1168.04 0.9 2864.39 2.2 4032.43 3.1 
Mammals Amorphochilus schnablii VU 11846812.05 570654.66 4.8 38775.64 0 609430.30 5.1 
Mammals Thomasomys pyrrhonotus VU 973324.48 32274.07 3.3 32451.63 3.3 64725.70 6.6 
Mammals Punomys lemminus VU 298682.31 20019.67 6.7 0 0 20019.67 6.7 
Mammals Hippocamelus antisensis VU 24952541.67 1906474.04 7.6 140839.22 0.6 2047313.26 8.2 
Mammals Mazama rufina VU 643463.99 32274.07 5.0 31092.92 4.8 63366.99 9.8 
Mammals Blastocerus dichotomus VU 2336495.39 126923.67 5.4 115218.35 4.9 242142.02 10.4 
Mammals Thomasomys incanus VU 1960255.74 203797.92 10.4 20630.10 1.1 224428.02 11.4 
Mammals Marmosops juninensis VU 730480.51 78146.10 10.7 10976.49 1.5 89122.58 12.2 
Mammals Thomasomys kalinowskii VU 4197976.60 508251.72 12.1 32029.43 0.8 540281.15 12.9 
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Mammals Platyrrhinus ismaeli VU 5764070.66 560433.17 9.7 183081.76 3.2 743514.94 12.9 
Mammals Pudu mephistophiles VU 5124648.61 362740.28 7.1 334066.72 6.5 696807.01 13.6 
Mammals Akodon surdus VU 1584110.11 246915.71 15.6 1484.85 0 248400.56 15.7 
Mammals Thomasomys ischyrus VU 4398469.74 351137.43 8.0 440488.27 10.0 791625.70 18.0 
Mammals Cacajao calvus VU 13717954.79 2386664.30 17.4 141986.03 1.0 2528650.33 18.4 
Mammals Aotus miconax VU 5952142.90 554689.18 9.3 563545.38 9.5 1118234.56 18.8 
Mammals Proechimys decumanus VU 962800.54 168322.29 17.5 16286.69 1.7 184608.98 19.2 
Mammals Lagothrix poeppigii VU 35883784.76 6908945.88 19.3 281827.21 0.8 7190773.08 20.0 
Mammals Vampyressa melissa VU 22964887.58 5041605.59 22.0 398751.17 1.7 5440356.76 23.7 
Mammals Tayassu pecari VU 75091658.78 18397704.57 24.5 1149775.48 1.5 19547480.05 26.0 
Mammals Tapirus terrestris VU 73743478.28 18210726.90 24.7 1117201.33 1.5 19327928.23 26.2 
Mammals Priodontes maximus VU 67024923.32 17091066.81 25.5 850556.27 1.3 17941623.08 26.8 
Mammals Dinomys branickii VU 68283338.93 17872191.97 26.2 885588.72 0 18757780.69 27.5 
Mammals Myrmecophaga tridactyla VU 61286584.91 16105139.34 26.3 803549.49 1.3 16908688.84 27.6 
Mammals Leopardus tigrinus VU 38787593.71 10792305.16 27.8 559339.53 1.4 11351644.70 29.3 
Mammals Callimico goeldii VU 37179542.74 10962088.86 29.5 662728.65 1.8 11624817.50 31.3 
Mammals Lagothrix lagotricha VU 7651926.83 2289160.94 29.9 224746.71 2.9 2513907.65 32.9 
Mammals Tremarctos ornatus VU 9394214.96 2941237.33 31.3 481853.26 5.1 3423090.59 36.4 
Mammals Mazama chunyi VU 8290506.38 3472826.14 41.9 135701.42 1.6 3608527.56 43.5 
Mammals Thomasomys onkiro VU 112173.45 86882.67 77.5 0 0 86882.67 77.5 
Mammals Thomasomys macrotis VU 137700.80 128039.34 93.0 0 0 128039.34 93.0 
Mammals Marmosa phaea VU 102777.52 98349.57 95.7 0 0 98349.57 95.7 
Mammals Thomasomys apeco VU 127776.30 123057.05 96.3 0 0 123057.05 96.3 
Reptiles Phyllodactylus sentosus CR 36393.54 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reptiles Drymoluber apurimacensis CR 76861.65 1838.81 2.4 0 0 1838.81 2.4 
Reptiles Atractus pauciscutatus DD 8025.73 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Reptiles Epictia alfredschmidti DD 39308.84 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reptiles Epictia melanurus DD 49776.08 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reptiles Erythrolamprus problematicus DD 5071.48 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reptiles Liolaemus williamsi DD 14018.72 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reptiles Macropholidus ataktolepis DD 13239.39 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reptiles Petracola labioocularis DD 5022.60 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reptiles Stenocercus ivitus DD 5052.07 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reptiles Stenocercus nigromaculatus DD 73350.27 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reptiles Stenocercus praeornatus DD 5602.75 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reptiles Tachymenis tarmensis DD 5022.39 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reptiles Epictia peruviana DD 40893.39 170.24 0.4 2786.30 6.8 2956.54 7.2 
Reptiles Polychrus peruvianus DD 5635447.40 367038.32 6.5 63305.22 1.1 430343.54 7.6 
Reptiles Amphisbaena polygrammica DD 504985.07 28302.05 5.6 14892.58 2.9 43194.62 8.6 
Reptiles Tropidurus arenarius DD 15492907.34 1654586.31 10.7 99628.42 0.6 1754214.73 11.3 
Reptiles Bachia trisanale DD 39111041.28 9847482.17 25.2 478402.47 1.2 10325884.63 26.4 
Reptiles Erythrolamprus andinus DD 5021.90 1542.77 30.7 0 0 1542.77 30.7 
Reptiles Phyllodactylus clinatus DD 73802.73 35564.58 48.2 0 0 35564.58 48.2 
Reptiles Atractus paravertebralis DD 4562.25 4192.16 91.9 0 0 4192.16 91.9 
Reptiles Stenocercus modestus EN 182066.69 263.27 0.1 0 0 263.27 0.1 
Reptiles Atractus carrioni EN 53653.70 0 0 103.30 0 103.30 0.2 
Reptiles Phyllodactylus angustidigitus EN 89716.69 88489.67 98.6 0 0 88489.67 98.6 
Reptiles Stenocercus torquatus VU 502092.04 849.44 0.2 986.00 0 1835.43 0.4 
Reptiles Phyllodactylus lepidopygus VU 3180341.24 17408.77 0.5 0 0 17408.77 0.5 
Reptiles Crocodylus acutus VU 3709116.60 333850.16 9.0 64862.08 1.7 398712.24 10.7 
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